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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript talks about something that is becoming more and more important in local government: how well youth leaders can understand, analyse, and use data in a moral way. As emerging governing bodies like the Sangguniang Kabataan (SK) take on greater responsibilities, it is crucial to understand their levels of data literacy for informed decision-making and program effectiveness. The study offers essential foundational data that can inform policy, leadership development, and future research on youth capacity-building. The topic is relevant, timely, and aligned with current global discussions on digital governance and youth empowerment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is right. It clearly shows the people, the situation, and the main thing being looked at.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is mostly clear and gives a summary of the purpose, methods, main results, and what they mean. But it could be better with a few changes:
• You might want to cut down on how many times the dimensions show up on the list (they show up twice).
• Add a short phrase that gives more information about the method, like how many people took part and how the sampling was done.
• The part of the abstract that draws conclusions may be shorter.
The abstract is good, but it could be more concise.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The research is scientifically sound. The method, sampling strategy, and statistical analysis are all good for a descriptive study. The tables are easy to read, and the explanation fits the results. The citations that were brought up in the discussion are up-to-date and useful.
Here are some ways to improve science:
• Be clear about any problems with the study, like self-report bias or a small geographic area.
• Write a short explanation of why you chose the 10 dimensions of data literacy (related to the theoretical model or framework).
• Make sure that the way you look at things and the way you explain them are the same (for example, don't make neutral findings sound more important than they are).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are good, and a lot of them are from 2020 to 2025, which shows that the literature is up to date. You might want to include a reference from the Philippines about how to teach young people to be leaders or improve their digital governance skills.
• A foundational reference for data literacy frameworks (e.g., Carlson & Johnston, 2015).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The wording is mostly clear and easy to follow. The manuscript could use: • A few small grammar fixes
• Making paragraphs shorter that are too long • Making the transitions between sections a little smoother
But with a few simple changes, the English is good enough for academic conversation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	• The tables are set up correctly, but make sure that the spacing and alignment are the same all the way through.
• A short section on "Implications for Policy" could make it more useful for people who work in government.
• The conclusion is clear, but it could be stronger if it included a suggestion for national-level SK training programs that look to the future.
• Check that the way you read the scores in Table 1 is the same as the way you scored them before (they look a little different).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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